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A total of 23 comment letters were received on the Draft EA/IS (see Table B-1) during the 30 day 

comment period between December 13, 2013 and January 13, 2014.   

Seventeen of the 23 letters are related to relocating the boat/raft launch to the Bucktail Subdivision.  All 

of the commenters who addressed the boat/raft launch relocation are opposed to this aspect of the project.  

They provide a variety of reasons in their comment letters.  One commenter was concerned about work in 

the Junction City area; specific concerns are related to mining, cultural resources, and bald eagles.  Two 

commenters expressed concerns about turbidity downstream of projects.  Additional comment letters 

addressed the direction of the work on the Trinity River and stated support for small watershed projects.  

These commenters questioned the adequacy of the project’s environmental documentation and requested 

that an EIS/EIR be completed. 

All of the comment letters are reproduced on the following pages. Immediately following each of the 

comment letters are the responses to each of the sub-comments made in the letters.  The exception to this 

is letters 1-17, related to the boat launch, which are addressed together in a single response after letter 

number 17. 

Table B-1. Summary of Public Comments. 

Letter # Commenter Affiliation Primary Concern(S) Letter Date 

1 June C. Black Landowner 
Opposed to relocation of boat/raft 
launch to Bucktail Subdivision 

12/22/2013 

2 
Bob and Sharon 
Brodnik 

Landowner 
Opposed to relocation of boat/raft 
launch to Bucktail Subdivision 

12/30/2013 

3 
Greg and Sandra 
Brodsky 

Landowner 
Opposed to relocation of boat/raft 
launch to Bucktail Subdivision 

12/30/2013 

4 
Ray and Kathy 
Burrows 

Landowner 
Opposed to relocation of boat/raft 
launch to Bucktail Subdivision 

12/31/2013 

5 Kim Deasey Landowner 
Opposed to relocation of boat/raft 
launch to Bucktail Subdivision 

12/17/2013 

6 
Carlos and Corrine 
Gonzalez 

Landowner 
Opposed to relocation of boat/raft 
launch to Bucktail Subdivision 

12/19/2013 

7 Andrew Jones Landowner 
Opposed to relocation of boat/raft 
launch to Bucktail Subdivision 

12/23/2013 

8 Randy Jones Landowner 
Opposed to relocation of boat/raft 
launch to Bucktail Subdivision 

12/22/2013 

9 
Dave and Kathy 
Miller 

Landowner 
Opposed to relocation of boat/raft 
launch to Bucktail Subdivision 

12/20/2013 

10 Karen Ream  Landowner 
Opposed to relocation of boat/raft 
launch to Bucktail Subdivision 

12/22/2013 

11 
Kelly and Michael 
Stewart 

Landowner 
Opposed to relocation of boat/raft 
launch to Bucktail Subdivision 

12/27/2013 

12 Robbin Sanchez Landowner 
Opposed to relocation of boat/raft 
launch to Bucktail Subdivision 

01/10/2014 

13 Gary D’Arc Landowner 
Opposed to relocation of boat/raft 
launch to Bucktail Subdivision 

01/12/2014 

14 Julie Welch-D’Arc Landowner 
Opposed to relocation of boat/raft 
launch to Bucktail Subdivision 

01/12/2014 

15 
Pam Yearout and 
Elizabeth Watson 

Landowner  
Opposed to relocation of boat/raft 
launch to Bucktail Subdivision 

01/12/2014 

16 Wayne Burditt Landowner 
Opposed to relocation of boat/raft 
launch to Bucktail Subdivision 

01/13/2014 
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Table B-1. Summary of Public Comments. 

Letter # Commenter Affiliation Primary Concern(S) Letter Date 

17 Dorothy Moran Landowner 
Opposed to relocation of boat/raft 
launch to Bucktail Subdivision 

01/05/2014 

18 Bill Wright 
Landowner 
Junction City 

Concerned about work in the Junction 
City area (mining concerns, cultural 
concerns, bald eagles) 

12/29/2013 

19 Steve Townzen 

Trinity River 
Guides 
Association 
(TRGA) 

Opposes current project unless an 
EIS/EIR is completed. Recommend a 
focus on studying the efficacy of past 
projects while turning restoration 
efforts towards the watersheds. 

01/03/2014 

20 Herb Burton 
Trinity Fly Shop 
owner, fishing 
guide 

Concerned about the direction of the 
work on the Trinity River; should focus 
more work on tributary and small 
watershed projects. 

1/5/2014 

21 Clark Tuthill Landowner 
Concerned about turbidity 
downstream of projects. 

01/06/2014 

22 Bill West 
Resident, 
Douglas City 

Concerned about turbidity from past 
projects and sediment filling in fishing 
holes. 

01/09/2014 
Came 

attached with 
Letter #23 

23 
Coalition letter from 
multiple individuals 
and alliances 

CWIN, TRGA, 
PCFFA, CSPA, 
SAFE, 
AquAlliance, 
EPIC, NEC, 
BEC, EWC, 
BEC, TLRA, 
FOER, and 
others as shown 
in submitted 
letter on page  
B-58 

Environmental documentation is 
inadequate and an Environmental 
Impact Statement/Environmental 
Impact Report (EIS/EIR) should be 
prepared. Impacts of mainstem 
projects have been greater than 
anticipated, but without promised 
benefits. Mitigation measures have 
not been adequate to reduce impacts 
to less than significant. The projects 
are larger in size, complexity, and 
impact than the ROD and 2000 EIS 
envisioned. Watershed and tributary 
restoration need consideration as an 
alternative in a new or supplemental 
EIS/EIR. 

01/13/2014 
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Comment Letter 1 
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Comment Letter 2 
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Comment Letter 3 
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Comment Letter 4 
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Comment Letter 5 
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Comment Letter 6 
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Comment Letter 7 
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Comment Letter 8 
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Comment Letter 9 
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Comment Letter 10 

 



B-17 

Comment Letter 11 
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Comment Letter 12 
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Comment Letter 13 
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Comment Letter 14 
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Comment Letter 15 
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Comment Letter 16 
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Comment Letter 17 
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Response to Comment Letters 1-17 

 

Response to Comment Letters 1 through 17 – Proposed boat launch relocation. 

A total of seventeen comment letters were received on the proposal to relocate the existing public boat 

launch to an area just downstream of the Bucktail Bridge.  All commentors objected to relocation of the 

boat launch, with its associated parking area and restroom facilities, citing potential impacts that could 

negatively affect the community.   Their concerns included: 

1. Increased traffic volume, with associated dangers for children and pets, 

2. Increased noise/trash, 

3. Increased crime/vandalism, 

4. Loss of privacy, and 

5. Damage to the “Bucktail fishing hole” and surrounding habitat, located just downstream of the 

proposed boat ramp relocation, that would experience increased use with the new development.  

The boat ramp relocation alternative was included in the Draft EA/IS as an option to convert the current 

boat area into a riparian planting area (see page 45, BAF-1, Boat Access Facility from the Draft EA/IS) to 

benefit local fish and wildlife species with a relatively large block of continuous riparian habitat. The 

Draft EA/IS review period afforded the opportunity to gauge community support for the development of 

an improved facility in the downstream location.  

After reviewing the proposal and considering public input, BLM land managers of the area determined 

that relocation of the current Bucktail boat launch facility would no longer be considered.  
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Comment Letter 18 
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Response to Comment Letter 18 

This letter contains 8 distinct comments (A-H). Following are the responses to those comments. 

Comment 18.A – Work location is on Chinatown. 

Cox (1852) did identify Chinese miners in the vicinity and was one of the primary reference materials 

used as part of the pre-field analysis of the project area (Mark Carper, Bureau of Reclamation 

Archaeologist, pers. communication, January 2014).  Literature reviews and other pre-field research are 

used to pull as many resources together as possible for multiple reasons. These pre-field summaries help 

to identify the level of sensitivity that a project may evince in the presence of cultural resources.  They 

also create a level of expectation for what could be found, should historic resources be located on site.  

Field surveys at the Lower Junction City site failed to identify the presence of any physical evidence of 

Chinese mining and no evidence predating the 20
th
 century was found within the project area. Extensive 

bucket-line dredging during the early 20
th
 century and natural river events, including some of the historic 

floods, have removed any physical evidence of the earlier mining era at the site.  

The Bucktail and Lower Junction City EA/IS, Cultural Resource section, 3.10, explains the requirements 

that the lead agencies must operate under to ensure that there are no significant impacts to cultural 

resources. From this section: 

“The National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966 is the primary Federal legislation that outlines 

the federal government’s responsibility related to cultural resources. Section 106 of the NHPA requires 

the federal government to take into consideration the effects of an undertaking on cultural resources listed 

on or eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). Those resources that are 

on or eligible for inclusion in the NRHP are referred to as historic properties.” 

In order to ensure that no impacts to historic properties would occur during implementation of the Lower 

Junction City project, cultural resource surveys were conducted on the site in 2011, as documented in a 

report by AECOM, titled:   “Cultural Resources Inventory for the Upper and Lower Junction City 

Segments for Phase II of the Trinity River Restoration Program”.  Additionally, northern portions of the 

project area were inventoried in 2004, as documented in a report by the Bureau of Reclamation, titled:  

“Cultural Resources Inventory for Hocker Flat Project Area.” A copy of these reports can be viewed at 

the Trinity River Restoration Program office.  Because no physical evidence was found within the project 

footprint, no further mitigation beyond the documented surveys is required.  

Comment 18.B – Bald eagle impacts. 

Construction at the Lower Junction City Project would not impact bald eagles. Prior to the start of 

construction, a qualified biologist would conduct a survey of the rehabilitation site to determine the 

presence of eagles or eagles’ nests.  If eagles or an active nest are found within 500 feet of the 

construction area, the biologist, in consultation with the CDFW and the National Bald Eagle Management 

Guidelines, would determine the extent of a construction-free buffer zone to be established.  Further, 

because the destruction or removal of an inactive eagles’ nest requires a federal permit, no trees with an 

inactive eagles’ nest would be removed. 

Mitigation measures 4.7-8a, 4.7-8b, 4.7-8c, and 4.7-8d described in Appendix A of the Draft EA/IS 

(NCRWQCB et al. 2013b) would be implemented prior to project implementation in order to reduce the 

potential for impacts to bald eagles associated with the Proposed Project. Implementation of the specified 

mitigation measures, and adherence to protections under the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act, 

would reduce any impacts to less than significant. 
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Comment 18.C – Public use. 

Properties where construction would take place within the Lower Junction City Project Environmental 

Study Limit are all privately owned (Refer to Figure 3 in the Draft EA/IS). Ownership of these parcels 

and public use of the river from their boundaries would continue to be dictated by the landowners post 

project just as it is prior to construction. 

Comment 18.D – Junction City ownership. 

The TRRP has completed a boundary survey in the project area and a preliminary Record of Survey has 

been submitted to the County Recorder’s office.  The Trinity River Restoration Program (Program) 

utilizes Record of Survey maps approved and filed by the County Surveyor and recorded by the Trinity 

County Recorder’s Office, as well as those surveys conducted by the United States Bureau of Land 

Management (BLM), in the design and implementation of channel rehabilitation projects.   

Determinations regarding the interpretation of original surveys are outside the scope of this EA/IS. The 

Program cannot adjudicate property boundary disputes or challenges to the historical record.  Such 

conflicts may be resolved as civil matters before judicial courts.  

Comment 18.E – Townsite parcel extent. 

The Program uses the services of a licensed land surveyor who is bound by the requirements of the 

Professional Land Surveyors’ Act, (Business and Professions Code §§ 8700-8805, effective January 1, 

2014) for privately-owned lands.  Public land surveys are conducted by BLM professional surveyors.  

The BLM, formerly known as the General Land Office, maintains the official Land Status and Cadastral 

Survey records database, comprised of Master Title Plats, Historical Index pages, Cadastral Plats and 

survey notes, with current and historical information on mining claims, land patents, grants, leases, 

withdrawals, and more.  

Only professional and licensed land surveyors are qualified to:  “Locate, relocate, establish, reestablish, or 

retrace any property line or boundary of any parcel of land, right-of-way, easement, or alignment of those 

lines or boundaries.” (Professional Land Surveyors’ Act of the Business and Professions Code defines 

land surveying in Section 8726, paragraph (c).   And further in paragraph (e): “By the use of the 

principles of land surveying determines the position for any monument or reference point which marks a 

property line, boundary, or corner, or sets, resets, or replaces any such monument or reference point.” 

Comment 18.F – Historical designations. 

Determinations regarding historical designations or interpretations of original surveys are outside the 

authority of the lead agencies and the scope of this EA/IS. The Program cannot adjudicate property 

boundary disputes or challenges to the historical record.  The Program uses the services of a licensed land 

surveyor who is bound by the requirements of the Professional Land Surveyors’ Act for all survey 

actions.   

Comment 18.G – Historical mine claim and land descriptions. 

Refer to response to comment 18.F. 

Comment 18.H – Project ownership. 

The TRRP will do no work on private lands without a signed landowner contract that describes the work 

to be done on the landowner’s property and compensation for temporary use of their lands. Title reports, 

upon which TRRP contracts are based, are obtained through an independent title company that utilizes the 

property records of Trinity County to assure any deeds and easements before project commencement.  

These temporary contracts do not encumber property deeds or affect long-term river or land rights. 

Consequently, the project would have no effect on land ownership in the area.   
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Comment Letter 19 
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Response to Comment Letter 19 

This letter contains 14 distinct comments (A-N). Following are the responses to those comments. 

Comment 19.A – Collaboration need. 

We strongly agree with this comment and believe that the TRGA and other stakeholder input is essential 

to achieve a thorough, transparent, and collaborative design approach to channel rehabilitation projects.  

Without stakeholder input, the designs would be void of the critical experience and river knowledge that 

local fisherman, landowners, and the river community brings to the table.  We recognized that key 

stakeholder input during strategic planning phases was missing in our design process, and began to better 

reach out to various stakeholder groups beginning around 2011.  We feel that purposeful and formal 

stakeholder input is a necessary part of the Program’s adaptive management framework.  The design and 

planning process is dynamic and will continue to evolve overtime in order to gather information needed to 

optimize and refine future projects. 

The TRRP has been very purposeful about engaging the TRGA since 2011 and has consistently reached 

out to the larger public, TRGA members, and other organizations in various forums to help solicit their 

input and expertise.  TRRP staff and partner organizations have consistently met with the TRGA and 

collaboratively met together through on-site field visits to projects, river floats, TRGA meetings, Joint 

Design Team and stakeholder meetings/workshops, informal discussions at the TRRP office, and 

community meetings. TRGA members have even assisted at TRRP channel rehabilitation sites (e.g., at 

Lorenz Gulch in 2013; NCRWQCB et al. 2013a) to direct the installation of habitat features and to 

describe desired boat ramp conditions for construction. 

Many recent projects have been modified based on TRGA fishing guide input and expertise.  Some of the 

key design features installed on recent projects were based on TRGA fishing guide recommendations and 

input.  For example, at the Upper Junction City project in 2012, one TRGA recommendation was to move 

the split flow channel complex farther upstream so that the flow would converge at a location that would 

help maintain adult holding habitat.  This feature works at the Upper Junction City site today.  

Below is a list of stakeholder meetings where TRRP staff have met with the TRGA and received input:  

 September 19, 2012: Attended TRGA Meeting to discuss Lorenz Gulch and Douglas City Design. 

 October 1, 2012:  Joint Design Team TRGA field trip to look at newly constructed Upper Junction 

City and Lower Steiner Flat projects and stopped by Lorenz Gulch and Douglas City to discuss the 

initial design process. 

 November 14, 2012: Joint Design Team and Stakeholder meeting to discuss Lorenz Gulch and 

Douglas City Designs (TRGA present). 

 December 19th, 2012: Attended TRGA Meeting to discuss Lorenz Gulch and Douglas City Designs. 

 February 20, 2013: Attended TRGA Meeting to discuss the Lorenz Gulch and Douglas City Designs 

and Gravel Fill Analysis with Dave Gaeuman. 

 March 27, 2013: Joint Design Team and TRGA float to discuss past, current, and future projects: Put 

in at Indian Creek Boat Launch and took out at Evans Bar.  Stopped and discussed the following 

projects during the float: Indian Creek, Douglas City, Reading Creek, Lower Steiner Flat, Lorenz 

Gulch, Dutch Creek, and Lower Junction City.  Also discussed Bucktail design during the float. 

 June 4, 2013: Joint Design Team and Stakeholder Meeting to discuss Lower Junction City, Bucktail, 

and Dutch Creek designs (TRGA Not Present). 
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 July 9, 2013: On-Site Public Meeting to discuss Lorenz Gulch Construction. 

 July 10, 2013: On-Site Public Meeting to discuss Douglas City Construction. 

 July 12, 2013: VE Study Public Meeting - Out-briefing Presentation on Lower Junction City, 

Bucktail, and Dutch Creek at the Trinity County library. 

 November 4, 2013: Junction City Public Meeting to discuss the Junction City design. 

 November 5, 2013: Lewiston Public Meeting .to discuss Bucktail design. 

 November 20, 2013: Attended TRGA Meeting with Dave Gaeuman to discuss Lower Junction City 

and Bucktail Designs. 

 Dave Gaeuman met with the TRGA on-site at Lower Junction City design - not sure on the date. 

 December 17, 2013: Public Meeting at the Weaverville Library to discuss the Lower Junction City 

and Bucktail designs, held during the 30 day NEPA comment period. 

We look forward to our continued partnership on future projects. 

Comment 19.B – Bucktail design does not incorporate TRGA and public input. 

Not all comments have been incorporated into the designs presented in the DRAFT EA/IS (NCRWQCB 

et al. 2013b) but the recommendations have been noted. In some cases, such as in deciding the future 

location of the Bucktail boat access, land managers are interested in receiving all stakeholder input 

(written and oral) on the Draft EA/IS before making a final management decision. In other cases, designs 

have been modified to achieve more functional features but the environmental document diagrams, 

figures, and description lag slightly behind the design document and its figures. In these cases, the 

environmental impacts of the project displayed in the Draft EA/IS would be similar to or greater than that 

of the designs under current consideration. Consequently, required mitigation measures to mitigate 

construction impacts would remain the same, but the long-term functionality of particular features may 

change dramatically in performance.  

The commenter notes that they have disagreed with the split flow and mechanical re-routing of the river. 

This is depicted at IC-4 in Figure 4 of the Draft EA/IS, and is shown in Figure 19.B.1 below. 

The Bucktail design presented in Figure 19.B.1 (and in the Draft EA/IS) was the result of efforts to 

maximize juvenile salmonid habitat both immediately post-construction and into the future. Other factors 

leading to the design presented in Figure 19.B.1 included geomorphic and riparian design objectives. 

However, to achieve a successful relocation of the mainstem channel and achieve desired short and long 

term habitat benefits, it was determined that a large engineered log and rock structure, spanning the entire 

mainstem Trinity River channel, would be needed. This structure would have to be designed to survive 

maximum fisheries flow releases (approximately 11,800 cfs) to meet long-term goals. The size and 

stability of the proposed structure needed to relocate the river raised concerns that the channel would be 

unable to rework its bed and banks into the future.  

Therefore, Project Areas IC-1, IC-3, IC-4, IC-5, and ELJ-2 design features are under revision to address 

both internal design group and public concerns.**  The present concept, shown in Figure 19.B.2, includes 

a split channel without the engineered log jam (ELJ-2).  This configuration and potentially other 

variations which are less extreme than that presented in the Draft EA/IS, will be evaluated to ensure that 

fish habitat, geomorphic, and riparian objectives are maximized, and that the risk of adverse long-term 

impacts (e.g., locking the channel in a fixed location) is minimized in the final Bucktail design 

recommended for implementation.  
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Figure 19.B.1. Upstream portion of the Bucktail Rehabilitation Site design as described in the Draft EA/IS.  
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Figure 19.B.2. Current proposed revisions to the upper portion of the Bucktail channel rehabilitation site design. 
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Currently, 2-D hydraulic models are being used to predict and compare Chinook fry and pre-smolt habitat 

under various design alternatives in order to determine riverine features which best achieve short-term 

fish habitat goals and objectives. Geomorphic and riparian goals and objectives are also evaluated using 

hydraulic modeling output and other methods.  

Modeling output of juvenile chinook fry and pre-smolt habitat for the current proposed Bucktail design 

configuration (Figure 19.B.2) versus the Draft EA/IS design (Figure 19.B.1) are compared in Table 

19.B.1.  

The current habitat area compared to the Draft EA/IS Bucktail design shows a 200% to 400% increase in 

Chinook fry and pre-smolt habitat for a streamflow of 1,200 cfs (Table 19.B.1, the lowest habitat area 

value for Draft EA/IS conditions). The side channels shown in Figure 19.B.2 (shown with blue fill), 

account for more than 50% of the overall habitat gains shown in Table 19.B.1.  

 

Table 19.B.1. Draft EA/IS (Figure 19.B.1) and current Bucktail design (Figure 19.B.2) 
habitat area (ft

2
) are compared for Chinook salmon fry and pre-smolt rearing. 

Outputs are from 2-D modeling of depth and velocity at flows of 300 cfs, 1,200 cfs, 
and 2,000 cfs. 

Bucktail IC-4 area design comparison 300 cfs 1,200 cfs 2,000 cfs 

Draft EA/IS conditions - fry 61,663 38,600 88,149 

Current design fry 236,012 200,147 182,397 

Change between existing and 50% design 
conditions for fry habitat (%) 

283% 419% 107% 

Draft EA/IS conditions pre-smolt 126,933 80,988 162,596 

Current design pre-smolt 429,926 351,419 391,798 

Change between Draft EA/IS and 50% design 
conditions for pre-smolt habitat (%) 

239% 234% 141% 

 

Refer to response to comment 23.E for additional information concerning condition of the Bucktail 

Bridge and the potential for bridge replacement. 

Comment 19.C – Projects are inconsistent with the ROD. Environmental documentation is inadequate. 

Refer to response to comment 23.A and 23.D for information concerning variations from the ROD and 

the direction of present designs. Refer to response to comment 23.A. in general and 23.Y for information 

concerning the adequacy of environmental documentation for the proposed Bucktail and Lower Junction 

City channel rehabilitation projects.  

Comment 19.D – Impacts not properly evaluated.  Monitoring is poor. 

Refer to response to comment 23.C, 23.M, and 23.O concerning project impact analyses and mitigation. 

Comment 19.E – Projects hinder fish production and impact adult holding 

Refer to response to comment 23.B for information concerning fish production and use of channel 

rehabilitation projects by adult salmon. Refer to response to comment 23.U concerning adult holding 

habitat. 

Comment 19.F – Draft Phase I review does not support projects and benefits to habitat. 

Refer to response to comment 23.B concerning Program evaluation. 
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Comment 19.G – Mechanical intervention may be unnecessary. 

Current ROD restoration releases are less than half the high flows needed from eroding riparian berms 

and periodically removing mature riparian trees. Refer to comment 23.A.2 for additional information.  

Comment 19.H – A pause in construction is needed for additional study. 

Because the TRRP uses an adaptive management approach to restoration efforts, coordinating through its 

science program to its implementation branch and back again, studies follow actions in a continuous loop.  

The AEAM component of the Program is designed on an iterative process of identifying and evaluating 

data that are used as starting points for the next iteration, building improved function through assessment 

of a perpetually changing stream of information. 

Refer to response to comment 23.K.1 for additional information concerning the need for a break from the 

construction of channel rehabilitation projects. Refer to response to comment 23.A.1 concerning the 

adequacy of environmental documentation. 

Comment 19.I – Allow additional high flows before additional mainstem projects are considered. 

Geomorphically effective flows that may improve dynamic conditions on the Trinity are relatively rare 

(e.g., extremely wet years occur 12% of the time and wet years 28%). Consequently, it is important to 

construct channel rehabilitation sites now so that they may achieve projected transformation with the 

range of limited, available restoration flows, and initiate restoration of the fishery resources in a timely 

manner.  

Refer to response to comment 23.I for additional information concerning the need for continued 

restoration. 

Comment 19.J – Pause for study after Phase I.  

Refer to response to comment 23.K for information concerning the need for a break from channel 

rehabilitation site construction. 

Comment 19.K – Channel rehabilitation program is inconsistent with the ROD.  

Refer to response to comment 23.A.2 and 23.D for information concerning consistency with the ROD. 

Response to comment 23.D details the Master EIR’s extensive reference to the use of large wood.  

Comment 19.L – Overabundance of gravel in river has resulted in warmer water.  

Trinity River water temperature is largely controlled by cold water releases from Lewiston dam which 

maintain the river at much colder than historic temperatures during summer. Adequate reservoir levels in 

Trinity Lake deliver cold water to the Trinity River, and the river remains cold at the constant base flows. 

The Trinity River temperature is measured at Douglas City and above the confluence with the North Fork 

Trinity River for regulatory compliance specified in State Water Resources Control Board Order:  

WR 90-5 (SWRCB 1990). Temperature targets, which were set to protect holding salmon, are constantly 

monitored to ensure compliance with the summer (July 1 – September 15) regulatory target of 60
°
F at 

Douglas City. This temperature target is rarely exceeded (e.g., there were no days when the mean river 

temperature exceeded the target temperature of 60
°
F in summer 2013). No changes in water temperature 

have been linked to gravel augmentation.  

While salmonids require cool, well-oxygenated water to thrive, constant and uniformly cold water can 

reduce growth rates.  This is because fish growth rates are largely dependent on water temperature, much 

like the growth rates of other aquatic organisms such as foothill yellow-legged frog and western pond 

turtle. Adult holding river salmon that wait to spawn in the fall do require consistent cold temperatures 

but growing juvenile salmon and steelhead prefer warmer temperatures than those preferred by adults. 

What is more, yellow legged frog and western pond turtle prefer even warmer temperatures than the 
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young salmon – so cold but spatially variable temperatures are desired downstream of Lewiston dam 

rather than uniformly cold conditions.  

One management strategy for maintaining cold water temperatures downstream to the North Fork (and 

beyond) while providing relatively warm water pockets in the Lewiston area is to promote the growth and 

movement of gravel bars. Bars and other topographic features that result from the fluvial transport of 

coarse sediment influence temperature, so that some areas are colder or warmer than the mainstem.  This 

creates natural thermal heterogeneity and local temperature refugia for various riverine species.  

Augmenting the gravel supply that is limited by the dams, allows the river to transport sediment and 

create deposition, scour, and other processes that produce temperature variances.  Aquatic organisms, 

including young salmonids, take advantage of this diversity of microenvironments while the main channel 

water temperature remains more constant. 

Refer to response to comment 23.B for additional information concerning Trinity River gravel and 

temperature. 

Comment 19.M – Fish avoid use of channel rehabilitation zone.  

There have indeed been small increases in the number of redds observed downstream of North Fork 

Trinity River in recent years.  However, there have been increases in portions of the river upstream of 

North Fork as well, such as in the zone of the Canyon Suite of sites constructed 2005 to 2011.  Lower 

salmon spawning density has been experienced in the mainstem near the Trinity River Hatchery.  Stray 

hatchery fish that spawn here, as well as their progeny, can dominate the spawning population in the 

upper portion of the mainstem near Lewiston in some years (with detrimental effects to the production of 

natural fish).  The occurrence of hatchery strays has generally decreased in recent years.  Confounding 

influences of hatchery fish and the changing gravel quality since the last large-scale gravel placement in 

2007 make interpretation of changes in spawning density here difficult at best.  

Up and downstream movement of adult salmon is a common natural occurrence as fish seek their natal 

spawning area (Connor and Garcia 2006, Kucera and Orme 2006) – and especially among males which 

often roam widely seeking mates.  This roaming behavior among males is why we use the distribution of 

female carcasses only to estimate redd numbers by species (Chinook vs. coho salmon) and origin 

(hatchery vs. natural).  Downstream movement is also a common flight response of salmonids frightened 

by possible predators and boats.  It would be surprising and abnormal to observe no downstream 

movement.  Chamberlain et al. (2012) report on the distribution and abundance of Chinook salmon redds 

in the mainstem Trinity River if you’re interested in additional reading on this subject.  

Refer to response to comment 23.B for additional information on Trinity River spawning and 

temperature.  

Comment 19.N – Place your emphasis and funding in these areas.  

Thank you for your input. The TRRP is continually updating and improving our monitoring and adaptive 

management techniques. Presently we are developing a Decision Support System (DSS) based on 

recommendations from our Scientific Advisory Board. As for the watershed, the TRRP agrees whole 

heartedly that watershed work is vital to the Trinity River restoration effort. Consequently, we continue to 

support local watershed restoration efforts financially and technically whenever possible.  

Refer to response to comment 23.B for more information on TRRP data analyses and programmatic 

evaluation. Refer to response to comment 23.D and 23.I for additional information on the TRRP’s 

developing DSS. Refer to response to comment 23.A.1 and 23.A.3 for additional information on the 

TRRP’s watershed restoration work and authority to conduct work.   
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Response to Comment Letter 20 

This comment letter contains 8 distinct comments (A-H).  Following are the responses to those 

comments. 

Comment 20.A – Tributaries have been ignored. 

The lead agencies agree that recovery of the watershed is critical to Trinity River fish populations. The 

TRRP has been actively involved in watershed efforts in tributaries via partnership and cooperation with 

federal, state, county and tribal entities that have primary responsibility for tributary lands, waters, and/or 

fisheries.  The Program combines funding with partners (U.S. Forest Service, California Department of 

Water Resources- Integrated Resource Management System (IRMS) and cooperators (U.S. Bureau of 

Land Management (BLM), Trinity County Resource Conservation District (TCRCD), Five Counties 

Salmonid Conservation Program (5Cs), Natural Resource Conservation Service, Northwest California 

Resource Conservation & Development Council, Watershed Resource and Training Center (WRTC), and 

also provides additional funds to the TCRCD to coordinate watershed projects. From the first joint 

projects initiated in 2008 through 2014, the Program has provided $3 million in matching funds to project 

co-sponsors (see Table 23.A.3 in response to comment letter 23).  

Some projects reduce fine sediment inputs to tributary and mainstem waters; others increase fish access to 

blocked tributary habitat.  These projects meet TRRP objectives while helping basin-wide efforts to 

remediate old mining, logging, and roads damage. The TRRP co-funds projects that replace culverts to 

keep water in stream beds to increase unrestricted flow in tributaries, and decommission old Forest 

Service roads to improve water quality.  Watershed projects that include installation of fish friendly 

culverts provide access to quality spawning habitat maintained and improved through sediment reduction 

projects. Though cleaner substrates likely have resulted from both watershed restoration and increased 

mainstem (ROD) flows, recent substrate sampling on the Trinity River (between Lewiston and Junction 

City) indicates that gravel conditions at all 2001 sample sites have improved since the earlier study 

(Graham Matthews and Associates 2010).  

TRRP land management partners and local resource conservation organizations provide public 

information about cooperative watershed projects in the TCRCD’s quarterly newsletter, the Conservation 

Almanac.  The TRRP fully funds the printing and distribution of the Conservation Almanac as part of 

cooperative outreach efforts in the basin.  All project designs leveraged with TRRP funding such as a 

bank naturalization (biostabilization/revegetation) design provided to private landowners in 2013, are 

available upon request.  These cooperative efforts among collaborating TRRP partners, local resource 

conservation entities, non-profit organizations, and private citizens reflect the basin-wide commitment to 

restore the Trinity River. 

All project designs leveraged with TRRP funding such as a bank naturalization (biostabilization/ 

revegetation) design provided to private landowners in 2013, are available upon request.  Refer to Figure 

20.A as an example. 

Comment 20.B – Address fish passage, maintenance, sediment load. 

Refer to response comment 23.A.3 and 23.A.4 for additional information concerning watershed 

restoration.  
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Figure 20.A.  Example Bank Naturalization Project.  
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Comment 20.C – Deep pools have filled in/no longer exist. 

Concerns from stakeholders about pool filling, especially over the addition of gravel to the river, are 

shared by the TRRP. Bathymetric data acquired between 2009 and 2011 to evaluate how pool depths 

along the Trinity have changed over that period are reported by Gaeuman and Krause (2013) in their 

report entitled “Assessment of pool depth changes in the Trinity River between Lewiston Dam and the 

North Fork Trinity River.” The report is available on the TRRP website at: 

http://odp.trrp.net/Data/Documents/Details.aspx?document=2110  

Refer also to response to comment 23.U for information concerning pool filling on the Trinity.  

Comment 20.D – Dwindling adults result from unnatural gravel. 

The ROD directed the TRRP to implement a gravel supplementation program in the reaches below the 

dam. The intent of introducing coarse sediment (gravel) downstream of the dams was to replace gravel 

that had washed downstream and not been replenished naturally since closure of the dam. Current 

evaluations now indicate that the post-dam coarse sediment deficit has been substantially reduced or 

possibly eliminated by TRRP augmentation (Gaeuman 2013); however, there will be a perpetual need to 

replace gravel that moves downstream from the Lewiston dam.  The TRRP is now working to develop a 

long-term strategy to balance river transport with appropriate gravel augmentation. The plan will 

recommend a strategy and rationale to meet reach specific coarse sediment needs between Lewiston and 

Indian Creek so that ecological requirements (to sustain biological and physical processes) are met.  A 

gravel management plan for public review and input is expected to be developed by fall 2014.  

As for the number of spawning adults in the river, various factors, many of them outside of the Trinity 

Basin affect these numbers. The most recent California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) annual 

report for the Trinity River Basin Salmon and Steelhead monitoring project 2010-11 season (Sinnen et al. 

2013; http://odp.trrp.net/Data/Documents/Details.aspx?document=2120) suggests that the natural 

contribution of fall run Chinook salmon upstream of Willow Creek has been increasing over the last 10 

years, and that overall salmon and certainly steelhead numbers have also been trending positively. Figure 

20.D below, produced from 2012 CDFW data, also supports this increasing trend in naturally produced 

Trinity River fall-Chinook salmon.  

 

Figure 20.D Total adult fall-Chinook escapement to Trinity River natural areas (River) above 

Willow Creek weir and TRH 2001-2012. (Draft figure from 2012 CDFW Trinity River basin 

salmon and steelhead monitoring project, 2012-2013 season report). 

Refer also to response to comment 19.L for information concerning gravel and water quality and to 19.M 

for information on the use of channel rehabilitation sites by adult salmon. 
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Comment 20.E – Constructed spawning channels have filled in, are dry, no longer offer any value. 

Side channels increase edge habitat.  Where water flow is slow and shallow, this edge habitat equates to 

juvenile fish rearing area. The TRRP has constructed perennial side channels as well as overflow channels 

which are meant to engage at river flows greater than base flow. These habitat features have been 

designed to provide juvenile habitat at various flows as well as to support riparian revegetation and 

riverine processes. The TRFEFR (USFWS and HVT 1999) specifically noted the decrease in Trinity 

River rearing habitat between approximately 300 and 2,000 cfs as a limiting factor for anadromous 

salmonids. The depths of these constructed features may vary through the year, but they continue to 

provide fish and wildlife habitat in their various forms at the flows in which they are designed to engage. 

Refer to response to comment 23.B and to 23.D for additional information on current channel 

rehabilitation design feature objectives and performance. 

Comment 20.F – Noise, erosion and water turbidity levels have been unacceptable. 

The effects of project construction are mitigated for as outlined in the Master EIR (NCRWQCB and 

USBR 2009) and in the Draft Bucktail and Lower Junction City EA/IS (NCRWQCB et al. 2013b). 

Refer to response to comment 23.M for a general review of environmental impacts and their mitigation 

addressed in the Draft EA/IS. Comment response 23.N addresses potential public access impacts. 

Comment response 23.O potential river navigation impacts; Comment response 23.P.1 potential noise 

impacts; Comment response 23.P.2 potential traffic impacts; and Comment response 23.Q potential 

turbidity impacts. 

Comment 20.G – No west coast anadromous watershed that has ever been fully restored, waste of money. 

It is true that no west coast anadromous watersheds have been fully restored.  Human development that 

includes mining, logging, road building, and other invasive practices have left a watershed legacy in many 

areas similar to that of the Trinity River.  The Trinity River is benefitting from implementation of all of the 

ROD components (e.g., restoration flows, infrastructure improvements, watershed enhancement, fine and 

coarse sediment management, channel rehabilitation, and an adaptive environmental assessment and 

management program) to mitigate for ecosystem damage done by the Trinity River Division of the Central 

Valley Project and its operations.  TRRP partners, through their individual mandates and authorizations, as 

well as through joint efforts funded by the TRRP, are active in mitigation on the mainstem and joint 

activities in the watershed that are mitigating for legacy mining, logging, and road building degradation. 

The restoration approaches both in the mainstem and in the tributaries are well documented.  To provide 

the commenter with additional background on the restoration techniques which the program is 

implementing, we recommend the following book and article: 

Wissmar, R. C. and P. A. Bisson, editor. 2003. Strategies for restoring river ecosystems: sources of 

variability and uncertainty in natural and managed system. American Fisheries Society, Bethesda, Maryland. 

Palmer, M., J. D. Allan, J. Meyer, E. S. Bernhardt.  2007. River Restoration in the Twenty-First Century: 

Data and Experiential Knowledge to Inform Future Efforts. Restoration Ecology. Volume 15(3):472-481. 

For additional information on the current TRRP designs and review, refer to response to comment 23.B. 

Comment 20.H – Change direction to restore watersheds. 

The TRRP will continue to support vital watershed restoration work as recommended but will also 

continue to implement the Trinity River ROD as directed by the Secretary of the Interior.  

Refer to response to comment 23.A.3 for a review of the Program’s watershed restoration activities. Refer 

to response to comment 23.K.1 for information regarding a potential break in mainstem channel 

rehabilitation site construction.  
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Response to Comment Letter 21 

This comment letter contains 3 distinct comments (A-C). Following are the responses to those comments. 

Comment 21.A. – Turbidity downstream on August 14-15, 2013. 

During construction of all channel rehabilitation projects, TRRP contractors strictly adhere to permit 

conditions specified in the Program’s general water quality certification order number R1-2010-0028.  

This permit limits allowable turbidity levels at 500 feet downstream of the work zone to be measured at 

20 nephelometric turbidity units (NTUs). Compared to usually crystal clear Trinity River water clarity, 

turbidity levels between 10 and 20 NTUs could appear “mocha in color” as the commenter noted. The 

permitted turbidity requirements are detailed in the water quality section of Appendix A in the Draft 

Bucktail and Lower Junction EA/IS (NCRWQCB et al. 2013b), in the water quality section of the Master 

EIR (Section 4.5), and in Table 23.M (Potential Impacts and Mitigation Identified in Comment 23.M).  

During the August 14-15, 2013 period, the contractor was finishing construction of the in-channel 

meander (IC-7) and island (IC-6) downstream of the Douglas City (Highway 299 Bridge; Figure 21.A.1). 

The excavated material at IC-7 was the siltiest found in the entire 2013 project and required the contractor 

to slow excavation to stay within permit conditions. What is more, on August 13 a pulse of water between 

500 and approximately 800 cfs was released from Lewiston dam for about 16 hours between 8 am and 

midnight. This relatively high flow release, shown in Figure 21.A.2 (at the Douglas City gauge), may 

have disturbed newly wetted areas the length of the river upstream of the construction site as well as at 

the newly excavated and silty IC-7. Both may have contributed to the overall turbid conditions seen by 

the commenter at that time. While Dutton Creek turbidity, stated by the commenter, was more noticeable 

than under “normal construction” conditions, the project activities were conducted within permit levels. 

Operations within these levels are considered protective of the Trinity River fishery.  

Turbidity generally does not cause acute adverse effects to aquatic organisms unless concentrations are 

extremely high (Lloyd 1985). Short-term increases in turbidity levels that occur during permitted 

restoration activities are generally not considered to be biologically detrimental to aquatic organisms; they 

are short in duration and fish are able to move away from the activity area.  The effects of turbidity on 

fish are described in the water quality section of the Master EIR (NCRQWCB and USBR 2009). 

Comment 21.B. – Turbidity during the summer of the Lowden Project. 

Comment noted. In summer 2010, the contractor constructing the Lowden channel rehabilitation site 

adhered to the same permit conditions as noted in comment 21.A.(general water quality certification order 

number R1-2010-0028). Because background Trinity River turbidity levels typically range between 0 and 

1 NTU in summer, and permit conditions temporarily allow up to 20 NTUs at 500 feet downstream of 

excavation while restoration activities are being conducted, water clarity may have appeared cloudy 

downstream during excavation. 

Comment 21.C. – Turbidity leading to unfishable conditions should cease. 

The TRRP acknowledges that construction activities may affect the clear conditions that typically 

contribute to good fishing and that nominal increases in turbidity may affect the recreational experiences 

of anglers. However, river access to other areas, where construction is not occurring, is always available 

during TRRP project implementation.  
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Figure 21.A.1. Shows the TRRP contractor work area during August 14-15, 2013 high turbidity readings. Excavated areas at IC-7 were a 

silty sediment that clouded the water and required slowed construction to meet permit requirements under “normal” base flow 

conditions.  
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Figure 21.A.2.  Displays river discharge measured at the Douglas City gauge from August 12 to 

August 15 (plotted from USGS gauge 11525854 at Douglas City; 

http://waterdata.usgs.gov/ca/nwis/uv?site_no=11525854).  

Due to the nature of the proposed river restoration activities and the clarity of the Trinity River during low 

flow conditions, the Regional Water Board determined that an allowable zone of turbidity dilution is 

appropriate and necessary in order for Trinity River restoration activities to be accomplished in a 

meaningful, timely, and cost-effective manner that fully protects beneficial uses without resulting in a 

violation of the water quality objective for turbidity. Consequently, the Regional Water Board worked 

with TRRP to develop the water quality mitigation measures that are included in the TRRP’s general 

permit (Order Number R1-2010-0028) and that are followed on TRRP projects today. These mitigation 

measures are considered workable to allow construction of river restoration projects but conservative 

enough to protect beneficial uses (NCRWQCB and USBR 2009). 

For additional information on potential impacts to recreational that may occur as a result of 

implementation of the Bucktail and Lower Junction City Projects, refer to the recreation section (section 

3.8) of the Draft Bucktail and Lower Junction City EA/IS and the recreation section (Section 4.8) of the 

Master EIR.  

Refer to response to comment 23.Q for additional information on turbidity.  
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Response to Comment Letter 22 

This comment letter contains 2 distinct comments (A-B). Following are the responses to those comments. 

Comment 22.A – Turbidity concerns on August 15-16 and September 3 and 12, 2013. 

TRRP contractors working in the area were operating within construction permit turbidity limits (general 

water quality certification order number R1-2010-0028) throughout the period of note. Refer to response 

to comment letter 21.A for information concerning the August period turbidity.  

During the September 1-15, 2013 time period, Trinity River flows at Douglas City were relatively high as 

the Lewiston dam was releasing between 850 and 1,000 cfs (USGS Lewiston gauge #11525500 data). 

Data from the Douglas City gauge (USGS Douglas City gauge #11525854 data) are unavailable for this 

time.  

It is expected that the duration of these relatively high flows would have diluted river turbidity. Data from 

TRRP turbidity monitoring at the 2013 construction area are generally lower than the highest readings in 

August. All construction activities during September 2013 were within construction permit limits. 

Refer to response to Comment 23.Q for additional information on turbidity.  

Comment 22.B – Filling of fishing holes. 

Comment noted.  

Refer to response to comment 23.U for information concerning the filling of fishing holes by TRRP 

activities on the Trinity. 
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